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BrOWN MARoONEY Rose Barser & Dvye
ATTORNEYS AND GOUNSELORS
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AURTIN, TEXAS 7870t
(312} 472-5468

WRITER'S DIRECT NUMBER;

..September 19, 1988 o

_ S (512) 479-9797
VIA TELECOPY
—~&8 :ELECOPY

Ms. Ellen Greenay
Community Relations Coordinator

U.S. Environmental Protectiopn Agency, (6H-SS)
1445 Ross Avenue

Dallas, Taxas 75202

RE: Comments op the Peasibility study for the South
Cavalcade Street Superfund Site

Dear Ma, Greeney:

008475

On behalf of our c¢lient, Merchants Fast Motor Lines, one of
the property owners directly affected by the proposed gsite
remedigtion, we submit the following comments on the August -
1988 Feasibility Study prepared by Keystone Environmentay}
Resources, Inc, for the South Cavalcade Street Superfund 8ite
located in Houston, *exas:

COMMENT 1: IBE_PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD SHOULD BE EXTENDED.

The Remedial :nvestigation/i‘easibility Study (Ri/Fs) for
the souch cCavalcade Street Site was initiated in nid-1985, mpe
RI and FS ware completed in July &nd August l98s,
fespectively, fThe FS wag submitted to the U.§. Environmentay
Protection Agency (EPA) by vay of a transmittal letter dateq
August 19, 1988. ywe received a copy of the Fs on Tuesday,
Auguet 23, 1988, less than four working days before the public
hearing held in Houston on Monday, August 29, 1988, 1he publie

Before adopting any plan for remedial action, EPA must
“[plrovide a reasonable opportunity for submission of written
and oral commentg* bursuant te § 117(a)(1) of the Suparfund
Amendments and Reauthorization act of 1986 (SARA). wa submit
that the Ageney has Not provided a reasonable opportunity for
public comments With™Teapect to the South Cavalcade Street
Site. In particular, the time frames for breparing the pg = - - -

rgporét and foxr public veview and comment were unreasonably
" short.

008475



Mg, Ellen Greeney
September 19, 1988
Paje 2

As the dates above suggest, it took over three years to
complete the RI/FS, byt less than foyr weeks vwere allowed for .
publle¢ review and comment. This ig an extremely short period # s
of time, particularly gince the RI/Fs s contained 1ip 8ix ]
volumes, spanning over 2,000 pages. We also Understand that
EPA establighed a 30~day time period for writing ang finalizing :
the FS. again, thig i8 clearly an unceagonable amount of time

diven Ekhe importance of the document and the conclusions get
forth therein.

The obvious Perception is that thege unreasonahble deadl.nes
may have been established by BEPA in ap attempt to iggue a ROD
by September 30, 1988, the end of the federal government's
figcal year. We note that EPA's  figea) Year ends on
September 30, at Which time the Agency will compile data
concerning its activities during the prior year, including data
cohcerning the namber of RODs issued, we have geen g greak
Propensity on the part of EPA to astabligh unreasonably shors
time frames for the Preparation of apn rg and for publie review
and comment brimarily for *hean counting® purposes, We fail to
8ee any other Justification fop the unreasonabie deadlines
established in thig instance ang 8trongly support the concept
of provision of more time for publie input prior to issuance of
' the RODQ

008476

COMMENT 2: THE RECORD oF DECISION {ROD) SBOULD CONTAIN 2a
GREAT DEAL OF FLEXTBILITY,

We applaud Epa's efforts in attempting to facilitate
expeditious ¢cleanup activities, However, we submit that the
final stages of the RI/PS for the South cCavalcade Street Site
Wwere conducted much too rapidly. in Earticular, as statad

the cloge of the government's figeal Year, While we do net
condone such Unreasonable tipe Etamea, ye believe the
inadequacies may be cured, at least in pare, by providing a
significant amount of tlexibility in the ROD, in addition to
extending the public comment period.

For example, the ROD ghoulg require reevaluation of g
gelected remedial elterratives ang allow conslderation of new
alternativeg following the collection apg evaluation of
additional lnformation frop §oil samples, bump tests ang other

investigations. Thim ney information "and the resvaluation B
T L aviraria ghanla khasw e nobwmlbiad oo e, . - . .

cofiment .

oash B
Tm e wue Ue van pumiac, VL raviyw ana
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Ms. Ellen Greeney
September 19, 1988
Page 3

COMMENT 3: THE SOIT, CLEANUP GOAL SHOULD BE REEVALUATED,

It is our Understanding

recommended by the Fsg is 700 ppnm

adrcmatic hydrocarbons (PAHZ).

apparently based op an  assumed maximum
concentration of 29 mg/kg used to calculate hy

the 29 mg/kg

rates. [Fs, Tableasg 2-7,

acknowledged on bage 2-2 of the FS,
not based on any actual surface g0il

en only two valid surficial
neither of which indicated ¢
agsumes that these two

i1f not impossible [sic) to accurakely characte
based on only two
p. 2-32.1 Nevertheless, daspite the paucity
r4port uses a carcinogenic PAH concentration of 2
was derived by summing one-half of the maxi
limits, in performing the Public Health and

asgociated with a given media,

Agsgessment (PHEA).

We submit, howsver, that this concentration
inconsistent with the data presented in the

801l cleanup goal of any site which
This difference, the weakness of the
quest:ionable aspects of the extrapolation parform
that the PaH concentration may have been underes
that the goil ¢leanup goal for the South Cavalcade

should be reevaluated.

With respect to the RI, Table 6-1 o
a maximum ‘total carcinogenic Ppag o
mg/kgl, approximately 40 times the con

Table 6-1 was qualified dve to dilution
are presumably more tépresentative of co
than simply summing one-half of the magxi

bamed on only two valiq samples,

1. rhis maximum conéentration w
waximum concentrations for eéach
Table -1, i.e., benzota)anthracen
(210 mg/kg}, benzo(b)fluoranthene
mg/kg).

carcinogani

(0.5 to 6 £ .
he presence of p
surficial

samples.”
of data,
9 mg/kg, which
mum  deteckion

Environmentay

by summing the
ogenic PAHs on
benzo(a}pyrens
chrysene (310

ag derived
of the carcin

Cleanup goal
¢ polynuclear

‘This goal g
carcinogenic ©pam
pothetical intake

as

agsumption is
ather, it is baged
80il samples,
The Frg

risk
[Fs,
the

Street Site

£ that report indicates
oncentration of
centration useq i
Although the da
the regults
at the site
mum detection limits,

1,150
n the
ta on
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Ms, Zllen Greeney
September 19, 193 -
Page 4

Furthermore, ag mentioned above, the sgoil Cleanup goal
recommended for the  South Cavalecade Street Site ~ ig
approximately 700 times the Corresponding goals established for
other wood brocessing gltes, ag follous;

Soil Cleanup Goals ;
Site " Xotal PAR Total Care nogenic pay
South Cavalcade TN/A 0.0 ppm

N
North Cavalcade N/a 1,0 ppm
United Creosoting 100 pom N/a
Bayou Bonfouca N/A 0.15 to 1,05 Ppm
Mid-South wood Productg N/A 3.0 ppm
Arkwood, Ine. 100 ppm 1.0 ppm
Midland Products 100 ppnm 1.0 ppm

008478

Note, in particular, that the soil ¢leanup goal recommended for
the South cavalcade Street site ia 790 times the Corresponding
goal recently recommended for the North cavalcade Btreet Site,
This strongly duggests that the 801l cleanup goal for the South
Cavalcade Street Site ig unrealistically high ang may, for
, example, have been based on an unrealistically i1ow PAN
concentration assumption, COnsequently, we strongly recommend
that the goi) cleanup goal e reevaluated baged op more
reliable data and more realistic assumptions,

COMMENT "4: i UPBER INTERMED;ATE~—%QUIFBR SHOUED BE
REMEDIATED, '
——loQi b

The PS is unclear concerning remediation of the upper
intermediate aquifer {40-g £t.).  ror exanple, the Execytive
Summary states on bage ES-5 that “ihe ghallow zone ranging from
10 to 20 feet will be temediated,” but makes N0 mention of
remediation in the Second groundwater zone, i.e,, the upper
intermediate aquifer. on the other hand, page 4-4 of the ps
Specifies remedial goalg for wipg two upper &quiferg,™
sUggesting remediation of the upper intermediate Aguifer ag
well as the shallow aquifer. Similariy, Page 5-2%5 of the F8
&tates that collection Wellas 'myi13 reacover the ghallow and
intermediate zone contaminateq groundwater,* again Suggesting

pao* remediation of that zone fg, indesd, contemplatad by the
Ps - - - - - - i - - ae e —:—:ﬂl'— - —

'::_‘~Howevet, 1f we are incorrect ard if remediation of gpe
upper intermediate aquifer ig pot contemplated by the FS, we
note that the Ry clearly shows contamination {p that

008478
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¥3, Ellen Greeney
September 13, l98s
Page 5

gtoundwater zone, [See Fs, p. 1-10.) In addition, the RI
inéicates that the upper intermediate aquifer is 4 fairly
continuous groundwater zope which could serve ag g3 path for
cor.taminant migration, Page Es-5 of the Fs states that the
- shallow zone wijl be *"remediateg to prevent the vertical ang
0ff-gite migration of contaminants to lower usable groundwater
Zones." wWe submit that this goal cannot bpe achieved Without
remediating the Second groundwater aone, i.e,, ghe upper
intermediate aquifer,

Consequently, we tecommend that the Peasibility Study be
revised to ¢larify Ethat remediation of the upper intermediate
aguifer ig contemplated, Alternatively, ig remediation of that
zone is not contemplated by the report, we tecommand that the

d .
COMMENT “ B5: =gp - ‘GROUNDWATER REMEDIAL * ACTTON ALTERNATIVES
SHOULD RE "n‘zn?ar.vxrsﬁ“‘dﬁ R ----—~4--*-——-—-~—-.---"*—-——---_..._
w
THE RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) SHOULD REQUIRE REEVALUATION oF
THE mmmmn ACTION & ATIVES  FOLLOWING 3% ING AN
EVALUATION OF “THE Hrn;xm_z.:'c'cxmac‘rsa‘rsn‘cs OF THE smg_‘.*""""'“‘“
Bach of the droundwater temedial action alternatives

outlined ({p Chapter 5 ,¢ tha Fs contemplate g groundwater
éxtraction-reinjection system uaing wells and Submersible

increase the fley tate through the aquifer,*  {pg, P. 5-25.}
The conceptnal design described op Figure 5-53 includes
approximately 116 ‘collection® Or withdrawal wellg which would
remove 50 miliion gallons of groundwater ovar a 30-year veriogd
8t the rate of 1.5 gallons per minuke (ypm). However, baged on
the data currently avajlable to us, we believe that sustained
groundwater withdrawa) May not be feagihie due to hydraulic
conditions at the Bite, Consequantly, we tecommend that the
groundwater remedial action alternatives be reevaluategd prior
to finalizing thae ROD or, ip the alternative, that the Rop
require teevaluation pf the alternatives following ap
evaluation of the hydraulic characteristicg of the gite,

We note that the resuleg of an independept computer mode}
baged on the c¢onceptual well design described i Figure 5-xp
indicate that the bumping wells wiii Pump dry in Jless than

approxipmately two honths, The modey aleo suggests that “kthe -

injection wells wiyy 8Xceed capacity in legg ‘than approximately
TOne month., hege resultas are adnittedly only an abproximation,

but the clear implication is that j austaineqd pumping rate of
1.5 grm may hot be feasible over a 30-year period,

008479
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Ys. EBllen Creeney
September 19, 1988
Page ¢

We recommend, for eXample, that the groundwatey remedial
action alternativeg be teevaloated following a serieg of bump
tests, The pg Suggests that bump tests have already been
conducted, {Fg, P. 410, However, “we have not had ap

Finally, we hote that the design assumptiong associated
Wwith the conceptual design for the droundwater alternativas,
SUck as the injection rate, yell Spacing, radiug of influence
and specific yielq, ate not included in the Ps, we recommend
that these asaumptiong pe hade available for publie teview and

comment prior to any binding commitment ipn the ROD &g the
groundwateyr extraction-reinjection Bystem,

008480

COMMENT §. ADDITIONAL 'SOIL'”SAMPLESV'SHOULD BE " TAREN NEAR
EXISTING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS

.
R e iind bl

As suggesteq above, additional soil samples should be taken
in order to teagsess & i

and reevaluate the goi1 cleanup goal for the aite, 1p
addition, we tecommend that q number of goil Samples be taken
arourd existing undergroung storage tanka locateq along the

Fagt Motor tines, We submit that the regults of guch samples
should be taken into account {in assessing the Potentia]
eXposure and health risk to construction Wworkerg, Particulariy
since the tanka may need to be repaired or teplaced ip the

We appreciate the pportunity to comment on the Peasibility
Study for the South Cavalcade Street Superfung Site, Pleage
ug if ave g

DM:yec/1868y

CC: Ron Bredemeyer

Sl T,

008480
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